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Abstract
Objective: This study aimed to explore the effects of objective socioeconomic status and subjective
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social status on self-esteem and the moderating role of sensory processing sensitivity. Methods:
248 college students completed the questionnaire of objective socioeconomic status, the ques-
tionnaire of subjective social status, Rosenberg self-esteem scale, and sensory processing sensitiv-
ity. Results: 1) Objective socioeconomic status and subjective social status positively predicted
self-esteem; 2) Subjective social status had a stronger predictive effect on self-esteem; 3) The ease
of excitation dimension of sensory processing sensitivity played a moderating role in the relation
between objective socioeconomic status and self-esteem. Conclusion: There is an interaction be-
tween an individual’s sensitivity traits and objective socioeconomic status, which supported the
diathesis-stress model.
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1. 51§

H B MRFE AL 2 I A Hon B AN E T TR BRI SN A A AR BS (PR 24, i R, s g,
2003) o AE AL B A RN A 2208 B PR L BEAR 2 —, B0 T iy DR A A i A P AR U SE A R D 2%
AR R FNINAR TS 25 B BRI (" hr 72, #85, 2006). B, H A5 K R AE RV — B R E
WRMELRE . L MEEERRNEEARS, K, g Br 2380 Z ot 70 i E 252 mm X
A 0 281 1 LY DA I AR 281 e LY DA NI SOV eess LY A D £ S R S i 2280 oz LY WP Ol = R= A= AU R Ol
K% B2 2 A7 (Socioeconomic Status, SES), - ZEPEAk A BRI S2 H0E FEEE L BRI DL K,
N2 2 WG b » AR 2D 56 vE 2 WA 2547 (Subjective Social Status, SSS)X} 2 520 . A BF 7T K B,
SSS Lt SES AN B g FE RN A 2238 B A 5K T FH (Cundiff & Matthews, 2017). PRk, AHEFLAAR 5T
SES A1 SSS Xf HE R . F34h, DMEXR TN NRRBE AL LT 5 B B 18]I 5 1 FH BRI 7 LU
= . AR, ARSI USRI A7 BRI M % 7 (Greven et al., 2019), TiiX Fjoxf IR
OB A (1) 22 S A AN A 52 B [ PP 58 5 i (AR BE A S AN AR ) o DR, AR ST A0LER 8 A R 0 T 358 et 1) 22
S QAT R T A 2 A B ML N B R

AR, SES 5RZFEAINFERE . o Kk Sl st 5545 77 H B 240 2% (Conger et al., 2010).
AW R KL, SES AES &2 Tl AMA R H %K T (Malka & Miller, 2010). titt, J b iP5 (Reflected
Appraisals Model, Friedkin, 2011) 14t 5 #5457 (Social Indicator Model, Rosenberg & Pearlin, 1978)32 4L T
ISR B%e, ROVIFEEWR N, MER BB FEZORET AR, BIAME 2 A AT AL
Dt E ARV o B4, R 22 BN 2073 55 S L BB A USRS 47 T B SR AHEX & (Herman et al., 2012),
Tl NG TI% SES FIZIAR EP R 2> 52 ma B /M4 B IRIE L, AN A4 AR B 3R A B L AR H
BKFo AHR, RETE SES IAMA, Al TEE AL e A ol A S E WO . FE K RLARE A
AT 25 G5 BIRFAR N R AN B, XA T4 S AN B RPN LA ROE B ) H K. R,
FEFRPREAIINN, SES S [ R s2 0 S S H I A A 55 AU AT 22 B o B R A A (W H ) R
PMRTE . — TG HTR B (Twenge & Campbell, 2002) SES i [ %A 23 it 4 4 S K A8tk . L

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.122063 553 LB A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.122063
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

WrEf, FE

FH ) E B2 SES MR S/, AETE AR I 5 e 58, B 4 3 S — EFR AR B AR R . X AT RE A T
X LB UL, AT B AT & AL 1 75 SR N, B B8 TAEMIBAE AR UL, AT 58 & ) R M A5 2%
ARWINA TR R, BIUCAHEE T )L, e A0 B S 25 5 52 Bt 22 G B HL AL 1 52 .

DA PN BES AR U T AR 76 SES X B B2 (1 B Z M, (0 SES AU I & 12 MATEH 2
BT i W IR, o B 25 TN A G BRI . SSS Pl fa kst SES S N4, AR T K2
At Ak A 2 BRI R, B ELHE T X 2L R BT PA R LA e S BT AR AR o S 44 1 3 A
SNCRENI, BR¥EAZE, JCRIZESE, 2015)0 X FIAKIAURIL T AR ILAE By A+ 2 B AL ) E LR AT, R 58
Fa1H) 7 i Z AR Sk (Keith & Thompson, 2019). JR4 SSS 5 SES A —E M XX R, (HEVIRIEAE 5B
S A ME SES BIMERILHA—IH SSS. ARHE 42> Lh#:#Hi8 (Social Comparison Theory, Hoebel &
Lampert, 2020), /MA&<xJoE IRHE 5 B B BA AT BORIVRE O e B 8 FATH 2 B
TR SR, FATHE S EGRR S L H OAL S S U AL AR BRI AT L. AR, BATHE S LR
T 5 B At S5 M BRI T E . [RIE,  AS[RI A 2 LR IBOhR i 2 (o AN T AN TR ) R P
#ir» Wilkinson 1 Pickett (2007)I\ 9 B AT 423 LU BT A AR AF T 33 BR A b S B ) < PR A 0T 0 BR A R 1)
SO SR . A BEFUR I, SSS HL SES Xof AU BR AR FE AN+ 2 08 A 5 58 1) 7500 4 H (Cundiff & Matthews,
2017; Chen & Paterson, 2006; Rahal et al., 2020). FrLAMHELT SES, SSS X H L1 il FH nl e x5 K. Al
I, AHE T — A H B IRIT AL 2 AR 2 AL 2 M6 B BRI, DARGOX M R B AR 2

=X
IF o

FE BT T B R R ] BE 2 2 BN MR B2 . 3 D LR A% (Sensory Processing Sensi-
tivity, SPS)1EA—FlAHXSFR e MG RF T, B 1 AN BRI S JE A0k 2 0 8 ) B8Rk 4 (Greven et al.,
2019). Smolewska %5 A (2006)38@ 1% 18] & AR R € | SPS AFAE =AMESE . &) T30k M (Ease of Excitation,
EOE), R[I%5 552 3| A F0 4 IR e 1 7= A5 B IOE, G R B8 70 PRV 5 ARG i ) PR A2 (L owv
Sensory Threshold, LST), RI%¥ 5 52 S0 o (1)sk B I, W) i B e R BRUBE s o 98 BUE 1 (Aesthetic
Sensitivity, AES), I 3 2 sl R AR NS R BBURR I, Gt AR B i R U . i SPS AMARIE R
P BEIRN BN T, SERZI A 45 fI A B N, DL BE 25 5 v 7 B A ORI S s 1 (Greven et al.,
2019). HAR HATAA BEAFH R SPS 7] LT 4L & PF A 5 H B2 [RIOC R, (Hi2 5 SPS MG HIf
JERPERF R (25 RS T LR B, S & AR DN BREE R I B AR U, B G AR R R
RS . ORI AME, SPRE I MATE R PR N B2 5 = AR i 1) B R PEAL, AT
FCHE AR B BIK-(von Soest et al., 2018); & T HE K FIWFFE LR B, 4557 5-HTTLPR %2 55 (7 B [ (s/s 5K s/l)
(R AAE fe XIS PR R BE A5 025 7 6 Rt SEAEG ) H 8 (Jonassaint et al., 2012) o 3X 2EHF 5% 158 B UL R It
GV REZS: PR ANERE Hib A

YA = b IR PR B U B R AR RN AR S IR A BAR R R R M. o, BT - R AR
! (Diathesis-Stress Model, Belsky & Pluess, 2009) 3 i MM AR S BURNE, UONAAE— 9 BA “Mass
PE” KRR BN R A TN 5 K, TEAR 5 52 BV AR IR B B s e AT SR ECE R K RS R . R
e S U A Y (Vantage Sensitivity Model, Pluess & Belsky, 2013) 38 i /Mt AR AR 5 BURE, A NTEAE
— MR EGERRABE WG T L, XA EABUR. &5, %0 5 &R (Differential
Susceptibility Model, Belsky, 1997)%% LA_E AN ERRHET T84, INNAFTE— B0 MERBE A 52 %2 BITH AR 5
(VR 5 Gy FE R I 2 2. AR, H AT R A WHICIE R SPS R/ 4EFEAE AL S A BFH AL
o AR R B RS —REARA  R, AREEAUES A B BRARTT SPS K LA 4k B e A
AT S BB 2 AR GREETER . WRAZE, XMRETER SRR B,
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2. FRMFTE
2.1 #i

HREX 248 44 K2EAAE RS % (B %% 93.2%), HA B4 75 A(30.2%), 4 173 A (69.8%); K—
73 N(29.4%), K 44 N(17.7%), K= 48 A\ (19.4%), KPU UL L 83 N\(33.5%); “FHIF#E 20.26 + 1.57
%

22. TH

2.2.1. SES iF4E

TN BRI Z B TR FBE H NSRRI S 0 AF i & SES Hifabn. Hdt, KBFZHAEH
FERE N, D HIRT 1~9 B (5 BTN, 2009): Rise/NE. AN wId . B o/ L AR
Wmm . mP R BERIIET6 N H~2 ). TR AR SR A, KEHIRNEEN 16 ik
Tji(Kraus & Keltner, 2009), 4> A& 1 £ 16 140, “1000 jo LA R, 1001 j6~1999 i, 2000 yG~2999
JG, 3000 JG~3999 JG, 4000 7G~4999 Jo&” o ACBRHRNVAEZR 73 Ay )\ (vl £, 4lA, 2013), 23l ¥
1~8 M fE: © I T B TR F; @ MEEEE: @ A7, BRR&EEANR: @ K. K,
Moo i KANEAEE AR ® Fl. IRSWAGR: © BEAZMGRANG: @ LUHEARANG: @
FHR. FEBN AR EERAL AT N B, BUSCEEXUT HRMY AN 52 208 R85 B 1 — D7 AR R IX A
BENREST. IR, WX =008 Z 0%, T 2R . &, MR A E R
SES #347. SES= (Bl x Z BV EELL + P2 x Z ZHE L +p3 x Z KIEHWIN)/efe BL, B2, B3 AAHFLK]
K7 fues, ef NE— A FIRHIEE. A0F5T SES MHUE TG H N—2.07~1.93, HUEBKHE SES #im .

2.2.2. SSS @)%

SRR ZEAE T WA 2 A 1) 35 00 & SSS (FEWI, PRHEZE, JCmiA:%%, 2015), KA 10 ZbsIiFsr, #
TR R RNBRARE I, bR R S B BRI M P B A@ S K E O SEBR K
%o BRIAFE RS, KEAM. NZIRDL. 2L AE 1. 42K BRI, TERSH 7 I
Febso THorBPRERE T AE G R 10 £UTH5, BT 00 E A 20 i 2 I K 2% AR - AL S A /K P o 78
AT, ZIA A 1) A B R o fH M 0.82.

223 HEEFR

K Rosenberg & A 4w 1| 1) [ 25 % (Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale) ) o Sz i I E 4R ) 5 2K F. &
TR 1~4 Gatsy, 10 8, 15506H )y 10~40, 13 mR 0 A B AP . AR HERRIN
SR B (B4 0.89.

2.24. BEEBRANER

K Aron 25 N g ] 1 5 B AUR A A% B 2 (Hlighly Sensitive Person Scale) i 7 ¢ i il & 4 1 1 SPS 7K~
(Aron & Aron, 1997). Z&ERIL 27 MEH, R 1 (GEEATFE)~T BE/AFE)N 7 st A5 THEK
% (Ease of Excitation, EOE). /&5 % [ 1 (Low Sensory Threshold, LST). i 3% #i/#%: (Aesthetic Sensitivity,
AES). TEAWIARH, ZERMNI—BMERE o (5 091, EOE. LST. AES = MMrmR MW —8
FRE o {H5 519 0.86. 0.73 F10.73.

2.3. WIEALE

FIH SPSS 23.0 #il PROCESS 3.3 X ¥t 47 4 Hrie i .
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3. R
3.1. £EGFZERERE

TEWEE B I E M. PRSI DA AN TR0 70 i 1 B S R P e 4t 2 Al 1, SRAH Harman
B IEBA TR IR (JH 3, eorae, 2004), 45RAEBUSMER KT 1 IKETH 144, B —NARTH#
BN 19.49% (<40%) . RLASHT FEASAFAE ™ 51 3L 7 J7 i3 2
3.2. ARG ESHEX ST

MR R T R(EE 1), SES 5EHEREEIEME, SSS HHE R EFIEMC, EOE 5HE R R
AR

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis (N = 248)
F 1. RS AME X ST (N = 248)

Bl M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1SES 0.00 1.00 1

2SSS 33.05 10.37 0.42"" 1

3SPS 129.28  21.46 0.10 -0.03 1

4 EOE 57.17 10.73 0.05 -0.08 0.93™ 1

5LST 27.01 5.97 0.04 -0.03 0.84™ 072 1

6 AES 35.37 6.09 0.17" 0.11 0777 0577 047 1

7 B 28.21 4.86 045" 0677  -011  -0177  -0.12 0.07 1

vE: SPS = SN LEUEM:, EOE = BTk, LST = R BMRME, AES = ®EHUEME; *p < 0.05, **p <
0.01, ***p<0.001, K.

3.3. SES. SSS BB HIEYIS T

¥4 SES I SSS fE NEALE, ¥ HEAENFEAE, WA FRAELE AR, 4R BN
2), SES 1 SSS X H Bl S 1 25 1IE my F A H o Forr, SSS % E B 1E 1A A FH (B = 0.58, p < 0.001)
b SES f [ & 1 TAE F 85K (B = 0.20, p < 0.001).

Table 2. Regression analysis of SES and SSS on self-esteem prediction
F% 2. SES 71 SSS X B E FMKI E YA

[ 5 75 2 PRUETL R L kISR EiER
SR T AL B t R F
P51 -0.06 -1.31 0.02 1.42
RS -0.01 -0.11
HE FH 0.01 0.13
SES 0.20 3.92"™ 0.48 44,99
SsS 0.58 11157

3.4.SPS RESHERETIER
K PROCESS F2/7 R A 1 BE4T 1 5 RN A 56 (AT 2B = AE T AT AR kAT hR L AL ) o 16156
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SPS K Hr4EEEAE SES 5 H B 2 MIMATER . 45 EBIR(EE 3), EOE 4 {E SES 5 H H i R F
TRERATER (P =0.10, p<0.05); SPS Izt LST. AES Pi~4E/ Tk SES X H B

Table 3. Relation between SES and self-esteem: the moderating effect of SPS and its sub-dimensions
% 3. SES 5EEERXR: SPS RESUEMIETIER

AR Sk .
B t P R
SPS 0.25
SES 0.48 8.34 <0.001
SPS —0.15 —2.59 <0.05
SES x SPS 0.09 1.68 0.094
EOE 0.27
SES 0.48 8.46 <0.001
EOE -0.19 —3.40 <0.01
SES x EOE 0.10 1.98 <0.05
LST 0.49
SES 0.46 8.07 <0.001
LST -0.14 —2.39 <0.05
SES x LST 0.06 111 0.268
AES 0.47
SES 0.45 1.74 <0.001
AES 0.00 0.07 0.946
SES x AES 0.05 0.94 0.346

TE: N7 RMEBOTIETE, PR 0 AT AR 0 A 42 1) AR B ) 45 SRS

K R AR R 4> 15 %2 EOE 7E SES 5 H B 2 M ATIEH . R ExR(E 1), Wit EOE K FHE1K
(M-1SD)MA(B = 0.37,t =5.21, p< 0.001), 4MA[) EOE 7KL il (M+1SD), SES X H B i [ il
YER SR (B=0.58,t=7.19, p<0.001). R4 Roisman 2 A\ (2012)fI %Y, K H Jonhnson-Neyman 246 5
IR AR M B B AR X . SRR 1), 4 SES HIRHESr/NT 0.61 B (byy = —0.13, SE = 0.66, p =
0.05), & EOE AMA LUK EOE MARI H B/KF 3K, BT SPS M H -4k fEAE SSS 5 H Bz [35 %A Vi 15
PEF, TR, 12350 0 45 S .

4. g
4.1. SES 1 SSS *f BERFMIER

AHFURIN, SES A SSS XHAMAN) B B A B EM EM WIER, X5 A48 —8(Keith &
Thompson, 2019). XM EIE T NP R (Friedkin, 2011), A AMERT BE£lid kAt A H: SES 1)
PR SRS 2 A BUK Y. UM AL T3 & SES FKEERS, AT 2R 513 2B M B E AR, 1fifb A BIPR
ez gem B B FRAPEDY, sz B AR B 2K Hk, #he R IR (Rosenberg & Pearlin,
1978), AL BT 5 FE AR LR o 3 SES I ERNEN, S/MAR LL B C O w5 SES HIREAA
FLE I AR SR 2 AN RO ER I I, Wy B 46 FAR B FRANMEER . X B8 & SES b A& SSS #f A&
AR N R RS
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Figure 1. The moderating effect of EOE in the relation between SES and self-esteem
[ 1. EOE 7 SES 5 HE Z X R HhHFTER

REFFEKIN, MLLT SES, SSS X HEMFNAEHE K. DRSS R 7 AHEUR 25 R (Chen &
Paterson, 2006). FtH R, WREA LA JURRERE: —J7 1, M4 +E 38R ¥ (Rosenberg & Pearlin, 1978)
H B2 52 20 5 AT E AN A BV I B BT . X PR 2 B S AN [F T A T AN, %o T
B ZUFRE SRR AR, A AT I & A AL I 75 SR B, (R SES X K224 B B IR 2 50N,
{EIX AN A BEAEM A TIE AL & TARJG 2R Wi K. 79— 77T, KA E SRR fae it & 7R,
IR SES VA 12 Al AT TS BEFT A I SR (IO . BRME DL 2 BB FERE), (H& SSS A& 1AM H 24l
R LA S 25 e 055 T T B B AR, AHEE T ASCBERR A B, AT B SRS RS L R 2R G Re 15
HE2 e RS, AN, A FIG IS N (Wilkinson & Pickett, 2007) f 42 HL 2 Az i AH X 31 1R
A5 L SE BRI PRSI AR OB B K. Rk, AHLETF SES, SSS Xt B & H ok M FMIEH . X
BT JRAVEETE 215G SSS X KA H B H AL 2 18 R f H B H .

4.2. SPS RES#HERETIER

AWETEAIL, EOE ReWsiT SES 5 H B Z AR R ST FUAR SR T3 - KRR, BIAHEE T
ik EOE /MA, 1 EOE MASE A 5 32 FIMIK SES A AR i iy 3 BUE AR ) B #/KF, (HAER SES IS UL T
i EOE MAM B B 2 [0 A i3 257 . — Wik T 53R 555 EOE 1wt 7t & Bl(Booth et al., 2015), Atk
TIK EOE A, AEATHLIEFELN M EOE AT 2 M1E 48 1 8 DL AR A TSR, (HAE
P IF LI PN R FE EOE AR EOE MAMR JEL R ZIAIBA B % 257+ . AWTAI, EOE 5
TR A SR AE SRAR S, (RIS R B Hh 0V AR 558 1) i [ (Pluess et all., 2018). Rtk EOE EZHIMAR T
A CREISTE” KIREBT, BIASMALE RIS A SR A I 2 O (U SRk B RS DL AE) I Bl b 2
B . 2 EOE MAAIEFEAR SES FKIEH, MbAIT &8 32 thad 2 B AL i B iR B = P R ) 48 Al
J1, ARSI R R EOE M “HEgstE” s it 2 RIS 5 Dy WY B AT -3 B AR 3

AHIF TGS RIFEA SRS SN AN 2 501 S AR Y, X AT gt ol T B0 SRBUL 88 A 542 1L
AT, — LU N B2 H0E TR R e ) SCRESO0 21 IS N st A o v S R (P2 7545, 2019), TTIX
MR b 27 AR A8, TR DL A5 SO B] o (R r SES HFANRE 58 4255 [A) T AR I 3085,
XA R 1 BURME ML T ARBOA BRI AE SR a4 SRSCRF 1R B - IR R T AR 22 ) By A
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PR AL A S AR, DRI, A SR IE 75 B 2 () SEUERT 7070 o R 2 22 R IR BE R AR I AN [A) U A
B o DR B U U T IR B B . AR FUIE I, SPS K AYEFEAE SSS 5 A B R A
P FWTER . XATRERZ A SSS 5 SPS #EDIfe E AAMRRRIAH M ERE &%, HAM4x B 2Rkt
FE2 M FEAT 32 PP R [ B 1 25 1 5% BT A PR B A U DA, BT LA SPS N REVR 1T SSS X H L RE A o

ZE LRTIR, AR AR T SPS X SES Ml SSS X HE IR, WAL REN, & EOE MAKH
BT G2 3K SES MVEME M, XM “MEg9rE” R SCRE TR - U . ISR O ERA T B A
NREJRTE S P55 158 EAE FH R Qofa) et [ 257 A2 52 m R VR P AL R4 1 S8 B ) i A . (RIS, AFF R4 R
R TR FRAT 1L B 2 1 GV I 5 e BB A IR R R IR, IR E e RIS P S50 SRR M i SR AR

AT
5. &g

© A 22 G AL AT A 23 AL B 85 BA I ) A

@ ML Tt FhL, A A B R PR K

@ BN THURER) “ 5 THONE” GEREAER WAt S 2S5 B o 2 (a5

@ RIS RS WA L B A Z AR AS AR, IR SR SCRE T &R - I A,

BE K
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